Abstract. The original form of the Fuglede-Putnam theorem states that the operator equation AX = XB implies A*X = XB* when A and B are normal. In our previous paper we have relaxed the normality in the hypotheses on A and B as follows: if A and B* are subnormal and if X is an operator such that AX -XB, then A*X -XB*. We shall show asymptotic versions of this generalized FugledePutnam theorem; these results are also extensions of results of Moore and Rogers. On the other hand, using techniques inspired by those of Rosenblum [9] and also employing Berberian's trick [1] , Moore [6] shows the original asymptotic version of the Fuglede-Putnam theorem as follows. Theorem B [6]. Let A and B be normal. For each e > 0, there exists 8 such that 11*11 < 1 and \\AX -XB\\ < 8 imply \\A*X -XB*\\ < e.
Theorem A [3] . // A and B* are subnormal and if X is an operator such that AX = XB, then A*X = XB*.
On the other hand, using techniques inspired by those of Rosenblum [9] and also employing Berberian's trick [1] , Moore [6] shows the original asymptotic version of the Fuglede-Putnam theorem as follows.
Theorem B [6] . Let A and B be normal. For each e > 0, there exists 8 such that 11*11 < 1 and \\AX -XB\\ < 8 imply \\A*X -XB*\\ < e.
Moreover, scrutinizing Moore's proof, Rogers shows the following Theorems C and D analogous to Moore's in which the norm topology in Theorem B can be replaced by the strong or weak operator topology.
Theorem C [8] . If A and B are normal operators and if E is a neighborhood of 0 in the strong [resp., weak] operator topology, then there is a neighborhood DofO in the same topology such that the conditions \\X\\ < 1 and AX -XB E D imply A*X -XB* E E. Remark 2. In Theorems 1 and 2 we cannot replace the subnormality in the hypotheses on A and B* by the subnormality on A and B. Assume we could; then similarity for A and B would imply unitary equivalence by [3, Corollary 1] . But that is impossible because there exists a counterexample as follows: there exist two subnormal operators that are similar but not unitarily equivalent [5, Solution 156]. Hence we remark that Theorems 1 and 2 do not involve symmetric hypotheses on A and B, but rather on A and B*. In view of this, it is natural and reasonable in Theorems B, C and D to interpret the hypothesis of normality of A and B as that of normality of A and B*. 
